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1. Acronyms 
 
ADS Automated Directive System 

AGOA African Growth and Opportunity Act 

CCA-ECI Corporate Council on Africa – Ebony Consulting International 

CUBIS Credit Union Banking Information System 

DQA Data Quality Assessment 

DQC Data Quality Check-up 

FTEs Full time equivalents 

HD Historically Disadvantaged 

HDE Historically Disadvantaged Enterprise 

HDI Historically Disadvantaged Individual 

PAL Promoting Agribusiness Linkage 

PMP Performance Monitoring Plan 

SAIBL South African International Business Linkages 

SACCOL Savings and Credit Cooperative League of South Africa (Ltd) 

SACCOs Savings and Credit Cooperatives 

SARPP South Africa Agriculture Restructuring and Privatization Project 

SMMEs Small, Medium and Micro Enterprises 

SO5 Strategic Objective Five 

SOW Statement of Work 

TAMIS Technical Administration Management Information System 

USAID United States Agency for International Development 
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2. Executive Summary 
 
The primary objective of this assignment was to determine how well the new reporting format for SO5 is 
working, based on the revised Performance Monitoring Plan (PMP), and whether the data is being collected in a 
consistent manner.  A data quality check-up was designed to enable the United States Agency for International 
Development (USAID) / South Africa to make a valid decision, based on verifiable evidence, as to whether or 
not the actual reporting is effectively meeting the intent of the revised PMP.  The data quality management 
systems of three implementing partners, namely CCA-ECI, Deloitte and SACCOL were reviewed during the 
audit by means of a self-evaluation, desktop review and an on-site audit.  Where any significant discrepancies 
were noted, which required managed correction a compliance plan was issued. 
 
The PMP, issued by USAID SO5, has greatly improved since the last data quality audit.  Descriptions and 
definitions given in the plan are, on the whole, easy to interpret and implement.  Although the plan serves as an 
excellent tool for the implementation of the data quality system, it was of concern to note, at audit, that all three 
partners audited had received plans from USAID SO5 with different up-date dates and with marginally different 
content.  One partner has a plan from USAID SO5 which talks of a 35-hour week whilst others have an updated 
version with a 40-hour week.  This causes an error introduced by USAID SO5 and could influence the precision 
of the aggregated data.  The data sources given in the plan were also noted at audit to not always be an 
accurate reflection of practice.  Errors in the plan related to the known data limitations were also noted.  These 
errors were probably introduced during a copy and paste exercise and are of an editorial nature.  This data 
quality audit demonstrated that other than minor editorial corrections to the plan no changes are either required 
or warranted.  USAID SO5 can aggregate the data from the various partners, as per the quantitative reporting 
sheet, with confidence and without introducing data errors from the inherent nature of data sources. 
 
At partner level there has, as a whole, been an improvement in data quality management since the previous 
review and greater reliance can be placed on the data being submitted by the reporting partners.  CCA-ECI has 
implemented a reliable data management system of high integrity and with little inherent measurement error.  
Although they were issued two compliance plans both were of a minor nature and do not affect the overall 
validity of their data.  In contrast Deloitte has failed to demonstrate any improvement in its data collection or 
collation processes.  In effect the findings of the previous data quality audit have not been addressed at all.  
Fortunately the volume of data supplied by Deloitte is small and thus the inherent errors that probably exist in it 
are tempered to some degree by the rest of the SO5 data set.  It is patently obvious that Deloitte need to focus 
their reports on the qualitative data related to their project as this is where greatest value is to be gained from 
their data.  Deloitte was issued with one compliance plan but which is considered significant in nature.  Despite 
being relatively new the SACCOL team has managed to produce quite good data quality results.  As was the 
case with most partners the first time they were audited, issues related to measurement errors and margins of 
error were raised.  The area of concern in SACCOL’s system is related to the relationship between their 
program and the Strategic Objective itself.  Despite this they are able to report on some valuable progress in 
providing access to credit to the historically disadvantaged.  SACCOL was issued with a single compliance plan 
that is minor in nature.  All partners need to be encouraged to report the quantitative data in the spreadsheet 
form issued by USAID.  This will enable USAID SO5 to aggregate with fewer errors. 
 
In conclusion USAID SO5 needs to do very little to its PMP in order to improve it.  One thing that USAID SO5 
must do is to re-issue the final version of the plan to all the partners so as to ensure that they are all collecting 
and collating against the same information.  In terms of its partners the risks that were identified in the last data 
quality audit have, to a large extent, been addressed.  The one defaulting partner does require to be brought in 
line with the remainder in terms of data practices. 
 
As this was a good audit result, the auditor’s congratulations are extended to the SO5 team for the 
improvements in the system and to those partners who embraced and implemented the required changes. 
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3. Background to SO5 Data Quality Check-up 
 
USAID requires that all program performance data presented in USAID Mission Annual Reports be valid, 
complete, accurate and consistent with management needs.  In support of this requirement, USAID policy 
requires that a Data Quality Assessment (DQA) be performed when establishing indicators that are to be 
reported on in Annual Reports.  Data quality must be reassessed as needed, but no less than once every three 
years. 
 
Last year USAID/South Africa’s Private Sector Office undertook an extensive DQA of Strategic Objective Five 
(SO5): ‘Increased Market-Driven Employment Opportunities’ which was completed in May 2003.  Following the 
DQA a new PMP was designed, tested and approved by USAID/Washington.  All implementing partners are 
now required to use and report in accordance with this plan.  The PMP tracks several key components, which 
include: 
 
 Net change in employment; 
 The number and value of sales supported; 
 Number of historically disadvantaged enterprises supported (HDEs); and 
 The number and value of financial agreements supported. 
 
Reporting for small, medium and micro-scale businesses (SMMEs) and agribusinesses is disaggregated and 
other subcomponent data (such as the number of women owned businesses) is also collected. 
 
Implementing partners have been using the revised PMP since October 2003, and recently submitted quarterly 
reports on results utilizing the revised PMP.  The USAID/South Africa Private Sector Office now needs to 
establish whether or not the new reporting format is effective and efficient and whether data is being collected in 
a consistent and appropriate manner. 
 
Khulisa Management Services (Pty) Ltd was contracted to undertake a data quality check-up (DQC) of the data 
quality processes and procedures of the following sample of USAID partner organizations: 
 
 CCA-ECI (implementing PAL, SAIBL, AGOA); 
 Deloitte (implementing SARPP); and 
 SACCOL (Strategic objective partner). 
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4. Methodological Approach 
 

4.1. Introduction 
 
The primary objective of this assignment, based on the statement of work (SOW), was to assess how well the 
new reporting format for SO5 is working, based on the revised PMP, and whether the data is being collected in 
a consistent manner.  Thus a DQC was designed to enable USAID/South Africa to make a valid decision, based 
on verifiable evidence, as to whether or not the actual reporting is effectively meeting the intent of the revised 
PMP.  It was NOT the intention that this exercise be a fully-fledged DQA activity but rather an interim review of 
the state of data quality following the original extensive DQA.  In essence this review served as a ‘Thermometer 
of Data Health’. 
 
The primary deliverable for this DQC is this final report, which provides an objective analysis of data quality 
practices of a sample of the partners supporting SO5.  The report also provides insight into whether or not the 
standard data quality practices of those partners sampled, who were part of the original SO5 DQA, have been 
improved to limit the risks associated with their data handling.  The basis to the methodology employed in this 
DQC was to ascertain therefore, on a snapshot basis, whether the data quality methodologies of the selected 
partners enable the achievement of data validity, reliability, timeliness, precision and integrity. 
 
The following source documents were used for this assignment: 
 
 ADS Chapter 203 Requirements for Data Quality Assessment 
 ADS Chapter 578 Information Quality Guidelines [09/24/2002] 
 Tips: Guidelines for Indicator and Data Quality 
 United States General Accounting Office, The Results Act: and Evaluators Guide to “Assessing Agency 

Performance Plans”  
 United States General Accounting Office, “Performance Plans: Selected Approaches for Verification and 

Validation of Agency Performance Information”  
 United States General Accounting Office, Standards for Internal Controls  
 The Performance Management Toolkit -- A Guide to Developing and Implementing Performance Plans 

(Price-Warehouse-Coopers) 
 The current SO5 PMP 
 
A three-phase approach was used to perform the DQC as outlined below. 
 

4.2. Phase I: Work Plan 
 
Following a review of the source documents, a detailed work plan that indicated the specific level of effort for 
each project component, specific tasks and deliverables throughout the duration of the DQA review was 
constructed and submitted to USAID.  The work plan provided the schedule of the relevant field visits to partner 
organizations and USAID and was based upon collective availability, travel convenience and logistical sense.  In 
addition the plan took cognizance of the collection of relevant data at each respective organization.  The work 
plan was completed within 4 working days of the contract start date (Appendix A). 
 

4.3. Phase II: Consultations with Partner Organizations 
 
Following the completion of the work plan, the field visits and consultations with USAID and its partner 
organizations were organized and commenced.  The elements involved in this component of the project 
included a desktop review and field analysis for the identified partner organizations.  In preparation all partners 
were sent a standardized letter informing them of the DQC (Appendix B) and the need for them to complete and 
submit a self-evaluation questionnaire. 
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The self-evaluation questionnaire (Appendix C) was constructed using both open and closed-ended questions.  
Four elements were explored in the questionnaire.  These were: 
 
 Information pertaining to any previous DQAs; 
 Baseline information pertaining to the availability and implementation of the SO5 PMP; 
 Detailed information pertaining to the implementation of the PMP with particular emphasis on definitions, 

desegregation, data collection methodologies, data quality and data storage; and 
 An open-ended section was included to allow the respondents to comment on any data quality issues 

they may have felt were relevant. 
 
The desktop review included the following activities: 
 
 Reviewing previous DQAs and the DQA criteria for good data management practices on the basis of 

information submitted in response to the self-evaluation tool sent out to each partner organization; 
 Providing confirmation of whether any previous non-conformances have been closed out; 
 Determining whether the partners have mechanisms for the validation and verification of their data 

collection and reporting practices; 
 Planning the field work on the basis of the desk top review; and 
 Preparing the desktop review results for inclusion in the draft report. 
 
The fieldwork component included: 
 The logistical arrangements for the three (3) site visits; 
 Outlining the scope and purpose of each site visit; 
 Following standard on-site audit practice which included but was not limited to: explaining the anticipated 

roles and responsibilities of the involved parties and the proposed agenda to be followed; providing 
feedback to the partner on the data management systems, DQC findings, and compliance plan; 
evaluating submitted evidence with the partner representative; reconciling evidence submitted with the 
desk top review conducted; ensuring that sufficient evidence was retained by the implementing partners 
for USAID where proof of practice was required and recording the nature and conformance of evidence 
received on the DQC. 

 A standardized on-site review tool (Appendix D) was used during the on-site visit to record evidence 
pertaining to the validity, reliability, timeliness, precision, integrity and sources of data. 

 Where data quality non-compliances were noted a compliance plan was constructed for the partner using 
a standardized tool (Appendix E).  Discussions were held with the partner concerned aimed at reducing 
data limitations and improving compliance. 

 
Phase II was completed within 18 working days of the contract start date. 
 

4.4. Phase III: Compilation of Results and Submission of Final Report 
 
After compilation of the results from the field visits, a small portion of the remaining days was dedicated to the 
planning and structure the final report, specifically focusing efforts upon the executive summary and the 
performance of the partners.  A draft version of the final report, inclusive of all the particular elements and 
details outlined in the scope of work was discussed and edited through a consultative meeting held with 
USAID/South Africa, after which the final draft was submitted to USAID/South Africa on the project end date.  
This was within 25 calendar days of the start of the contract.  The list of persons consulted during the project is 
included in Appendix F. 
 



 USAID SO5 Data Quality Check-up October 2004 
 

 
USAID-Solicitation 0145-0504-PO-ME12-Final Report  Page 9 of 16 
04 October 2004  FINAL REPORT 
 

5. Systems Findings 
 

5.1. SO5 Performance Management Plan 
 

5.1.1. Content and Indicators 

The revised PMP now includes the following indicators: 
 Indicator 5.0: net change in private sector employment of assisted enterprises 
 Intermediate result 5.1: More rapid growth of SMMEs 

 Indicator 5.1.(a): Number of sales 
 Indicator 5.1.(b): Value of sales 
 Indicator 5.1.1.(a): Number of historically disadvantaged (HD) SMMEs assisted 
 Indicator 5.1.2.(a): Number of financial agreements supported 
 Indicator 5.1.2.(b): Value of financial accessed 

 Intermediate result 5.2: Increased commercial viability of existing small and medium agribusiness 
 Indicator 5.2.(a): Number of sales 
 Indicator 5.2.(b): Value of sales 
 Indicator 5.2.1.(a): Number of historically disadvantaged small and medium agribusinesses assisted 
 Indicator 5.2.2.(a): Number of financial agreements supported 
 Indicator 5.2.2.(b): Value of financial accessed 

 Data Point 1: SMME Entrepreneurs receiving training 
 
In all cases the indicators have been clearly defined within the PMP removing much of the ambiguities that 
existed in the previous plan.  The only difficulties, as noted at audit, which are being encountered by the 
implementing partners in terms of their understanding the plan, were the following: 
 The manipulation required for the calculation of the Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) for seasonal workers 

still presents difficulties to the partners.  This has resulted in some guess work at ground level with 
partners getting their reporting clients to simply tell them how many part-time and seasonal workers were 
employed and then estimating the number of FTEs.  This would be addressed simply by actually giving 
the calculation in formulae style for each type of worker, namely full time, part time and seasonal as given 
below. 
 

1 FTE = 1 Person employed for 40 hours per week 
 
 

FTEs (from part time work) = number of hours worked per part-time employee per week / 40 
 
 
FTEs (from seasonal work) = total number of hours worked by all seasonal workers for the quarter / 520 

 
 Some of the partners are having difficulty establishing which of their data sets to submit.  This is because 

they are not sure whether all or only some of their data is relevant.  For example although SACCOL has a 
total loan book of some R21 million only 5% of this is related to loans to SMMEs or HDEs, the rest is to 
individual persons (who happen to be mainly historically disadvantaged individuals (HDIs)).  Some clarity 
needs to be given to the individual partners, mainly SACCOL, regarding which components of the total 
available data to include or exclude.  Recommendations in this regard have been made in the section of 
the report devoted to SACCOL. 
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5.1.2. Availability and Implementation of PMP 

All three of the partners audited as part of this DQC had different final versions of the PMP.  The content 
differences between the various documents were, on the whole negligible, and mainly editorial in nature.  
However in one case a partner was using a PMP that defined FTEs in terms of a 35-hour work week as 
apposed to the rest that were using the 40 hour work week calculation.  At implementation level however 
everyone was using a 40-hour work week basis.  This is appropriate as the Basic Conditions of Employment Act 
stipulates that no working week may be more than 45 hours and Schedule 1 of the Act allows for a progressive 
reduction of the working week to 40 hours. 
 
The PMP is being implemented in varying degrees by the various partners depending on the number of 
indicators they are reporting on.  On the whole it was found that for the indicators being reported on the partners 
were able to report data, at the indicator level, with a high degree of validity and reliability.  The same could not 
be said of the desegregations.  In some cases the data available to the partners precluded them from 
establishing gender with any degree of reliability.  Where applicable the issues related to desegregation have 
been addressed per partner.  From USAID’s perspective the lack of some desegregation data does not mean 
that the data does not exist, merely that it is not extractable.  In practical terms USAID SO5 must therefore note 
that the data reported in the desegregations will usually represent an under-report.  The magnitude of the under-
report will be significant for partners such as SACCOL but not for CCA-ECI. 
 

5.1.3. Editorial Issues 

The version of the PMP submitted to the auditor (prior to the audit dated 7/14/04) has numerous editorial errors 
that require correction.  The most significant of these are the following: 
 Data Sources: the implementing partners listed in the PMP are not representative of the data being 

reported by the partners e.g. Deloitte reports no data under the ‘more rapid growth of SMMEs’ indicators 
or on the ‘entrepreneurs receiving training’ data point. 

 Known data Limitations and Significance: Copy and paste errors exist such as a risk related to ‘number of 
sales’ being noted as ‘rounding errors in terms of financial figures’.  The limitation clearly belongs with the 
‘value of sales’ indicator but has been copied across to the ‘number of sales’ indicator. 

 Some sentences have not been completed and some abbreviations are incomplete e.g. SARS. 
 
The editorial glitches do not, in any way, negate the value of the PMP, which is in essence an excellent 
document. 
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6. Data Quality Check-up Results 
 

6.1. DQC Results for CCA-ECI 
 

6.1.1. Summary (CCA-ECI) 

The main changes experienced by CCA-ECI in the last year relate to the expansion of the PAL program and the 
need to integrate a new set of clients into their reporting system.  They have integrated the large increase in 
data into their system seamlessly and efficiently.  In general the data quality processes and procedures of the 
organization have improved significantly and are backed by a sound, reliable audit trail.  The greatest data 
quality strengths of the organization are the: 
 close-relationship between the consultants and clients; 
 depth of supporting documentation for the reported indicators; and 
 the TAMIS electronic database. 
 

6.1.2. Reported Indicators (CCA-ECI) 

As at the time of the audit CCA-ECI was reporting on all of the SO5 indicators namely: 
 Indicator 5.0: net change in private sector employment of assisted enterprises 
 Intermediate result 5.1: More rapid growth of SMMEs 

 Indicator 5.1.(a): Number of sales 
 Indicator 5.1.(b): Value of sales 
 Indicator 5.1.1.(a): Number of HD SMMEs assisted 
 Indicator 5.1.2.(a): Number of financial agreements supported 
 Indicator 5.1.2.(b): Value of financial accessed 

 Intermediate result 5.2: Increased commercial viability of existing small and medium agribusiness 
 Indicator 5.2.(a): Number of sales 
 Indicator 5.2.(b): Value of sales 
 Indicator 5.2.1.(a): Number of HD small and medium agribusinesses assisted 
 Indicator 5.2.2.(a): Number of financial agreements supported 
 Indicator 5.2.2.(b): Value of financial accessed 

 Data Point 1: SMME Entrepreneurs receiving training 
 

6.1.3. Detailed Results of Review (CCA-ECI) 

The completed Self-Evaluation, On-site Review and Compliance Plan for CCA-ECI are contained in Appendix G 
and the significant audit results are summarized in Table 1 below. 
 
Table 1: High-risk areas noted at audit for CCA-ECI 

Area of concern Significant Audit findings 

Measurement error A small degree of error is introduced into the PAL data due to confusion that still exists 
as to what constitutes a sale at a livestock auction.  The actual magnitude of the error 
is unknown but is probably insignificant.  The direction of the error is towards an over-
report.  A compliance plan in this regard was raised. 

Data manipulation There is no quality control mechanism for the manipulation of primary data in the 
calculation of FTEs in the PAL project prior to entry into TAMIS.  A compliance plan in 
this regard was raised. 

 

6.1.4. Overall Findings and Recommendations (CCA-ECI) 

The overall integrity, reliability and validity of the data produced from the various projects managed by CCA-ECI 
are of high quality and good reliance can be placed on the data.  The following recommendations have been 
made to CCA-ECI: 
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 The two compliance plans (Appendix G) issued to CCA-ECI must be completed by the partner and signed 

off by USAID. 
 Access to source data for quality control purposes would be improved by insisting that companies submit 

the audited annual financial statements to SAIBL.  This would enable SAIBL to compare annual turnover 
to the figures reported by the company to ensure that no over-reporting occurs. 

 By including an appropriate clause in the contract with the client SAIBL can assert its rights to view 
‘source documents’ as part of its quality assurance process for managing the reliability of source data. 

 In terms of the FTEs SAIBL must ensure that the formulae embedded in TAMIS are reflective of the 
current PMP from USAID.  PAL must update its data manipulation and collection to match that of SAIBL 
in order to reduce manipulation errors in the field. 

 For the purposes of data collection from auctions for the PAL project a transaction should be related to a 
seller and a buyer not a head of livestock.  The current practice reduces the aggregation validity that 
takes place at USAID level.  This will require re-training in the field and a revision of targets so as to more 
accurately reflect the nature of a transaction. 

 

6.2. DQC Results for Deloitte 
 

6.2.1. Summary (Deloitte) 

The nature of the project managed by Deloitte has changed significantly in the last year, with the focus moving 
from privatization deals to giving assistance with the sale of white-owned farms and land to black equity owners.  
There has been no improvement in the quality of the data management system for this strategic partner since 
the DQA of 2003.  There are still no specific tools for the collection of data, nor any specific system for the 
monitoring of data quality.  Of great concern is the lack of any documentary supporting evidence, which can be 
used to demonstrate the origin of the numbers given in the reports to USAID.  Although the volume of data 
collected by this partner is small, in comparison to the total data set used by the SO, this data originates from a 
project of significant political importance to the current South African arena due to its involvement in the 
transferal of land and equity from white farmers to black farmers.  The nature of the project creates some 
specific difficulties for this partner in terms of data collection.  These difficulties include the: 
 Long-term nature of the transactions; 
 Difficulties with accessing employment data from the farmers prior to the sale of the farm / land / equity;  
 Difficulty with sourcing documentary evidence; and 
 The complexities of obtaining data related to employment from the new owners following the transaction. 
 
Another area related to data quality that needs to be reviewed is the target against which this partner is 
reporting.  The high numbers for employment creation required of this partner do not take cognizance of the 
change in the nature of the project.  In essence it has not been noted that, for example, the sale of a white-
owned farm to new black owners does not create jobs; at best the net change will be zero.  It is only when a 
new enterprise starts that significance positive net change occurs. 
 

6.2.2. Reported Indicators (Deloitte) 

As at the time of the audit Deloitte was reporting on the following SO5 indicators: 
 Indicator 5.0: net change in private sector employment of assisted enterprises 
 Intermediate result 5.2: Increased commercial viability of existing small and medium agribusiness 

 Indicator 5.2.(a): Number of sales 
 Indicator 5.2.(b): Value of sales 
 Indicator 5.2.1.(a): Number of HD small and medium agribusinesses assisted 
 Indicator 5.2.2.(a): Number of financial agreements supported 
 Indicator 5.2.2.(b): Value of financial accessed 

The partner is able to report on these indicators but not on the desegregations given in the PMP as the data that 
is available at the moment does not give access to information such as gender.  This could be addressed by 
revising the data collection methodology. 
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6.2.3. Detailed Results of Review (Deloitte) 

The completed Self-Evaluation, On-site Review and Compliance Plan for Deloitte are contained in Appendix H.  
The significant audit results are summarized in Table 2 below. 
 
Table 2: High-risk areas noted at audit for Deloitte 

Area of concern Significant Audit findings 

Measurement error Neither the direction nor magnitude of error is known for the data reported by this 
partner.  This is due to the lack of documentary forms of evidence (records) to 
substantiate the numbers reported.  Although the volume of data is small the errors 
may be significant due to the inherent time lags that occur in generating and / sourcing 
the data.  The risk for an over-report is significant. 

Consistency Due to the lack of any formalized data collection tool, process consistency cannot be 
demonstrated. 

Quality control 
measures 

There is no system for the quality control of data; this is further evidenced by the lack 
of substantiating records. 

Frequency Time lags occur in this project and thus data is not always reportable in the nearest 
instant. 

 

6.2.4. Overall Findings and Recommendations (Deloitte) 

 The compliance plan (Appendix H) issued to Deloitte at audit, in respect of data collection, must be 
addressed in the nearest instance and the corrective actions taken by the partner signed off by USAID. 

 This partner should collect the base-line data, related to employment, during the first encounter with the 
potential seller using a specifically designed data collection tool. 

 Deloitte must collect and keep copies of the appropriate source documents to serve as an audit trail for 
the numbers it reports to USAID. 

 In the report submitted to USAID, Deloitte must use the template for quantitative data reporting 
(Spreadsheet) so that USAID is better able to aggregate with accuracy. 

 In the report submitted to USAID emphasis should be placed on the narrative as this forms an excellent 
source of qualitative information on the success of SO5 and which is highly relevant in the current South 
African political environment.  The narrative should therefore differentiate between the relative 
importances of the strong qualitative data available in this project versus the poor quantitative data 
available. 

 USAID needs to re-consider the employment targets given to Deloitte due to the change in the nature of 
the project. 

 

6.3. DQC Results for SACCOL 
 

6.3.1. Summary (SACCOL) 

The Savings and Cooperative League of South Africa (SACCOL) is the national association for Savings and 
Credit Cooperatives (SACCOs) and Credit Unions in South Africa and is a relatively new reporting partner for 
SO5.  Despite their newness in the USAID data quality system SACCOL has performed relatively well in the 
DQC.  The main areas of concern are related to the relationship between the primary business activity of 
SACCOL and its relevance to SO5 and the ability of SACCOL to reduce its measurement and reporting errors. 
 
One of the three primary functions of SACCOL is to provide development services to SACCOs in terms of 
offering training, advice and technical support.  In essence it is the purpose of a SACCO to provide access to 
credit and savings to that sector of the population traditionally under-serviced by the formal banking 
environment.  In practice the SACCOs give upwards of 90% of their loans for the purposes of satisfying 
personal needs such as school fees, groceries, debt consolidation etc and not for enterprise development or 
business needs.  As all loans are given to individuals and not to enterprises this makes the relationship even 
more tenuous in terms of reporting for SO5.  There is no doubt that the strengthening of the SACCOS is 
providing access to credit facilities to a portion of the population under serviced by the banking fraternity but this 
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does not imply that SMMEs benefit nor does it imply employment creation.  When reviewing the data submitted 
by SACCOL, USAID must be cognizant of the actual nature of the business and thus must realize that there will 
be a large discrepancy between the value of the total loan book of SACCOL and that proportion which can be 
attributed to SMME activity. 
 

6.3.2. Reported Indicators (SACCOL) 

As at the time of the audit SACCOL was reporting on the following SO5 indicators: 
 Intermediate result 5.1: More rapid growth of SMMEs 

 Indicator 5.1.1(a): Number of HD SMMEs assisted 
 Indicator 5.1.2(a): Number of financial agreements supported 
 Indicator 5.1.2(b): Value of finance accessed 

The partner is able to report on these indicators but not on all of the desegregations given in the PMP as the 
data that is available at the moment does not give access to information such as gender and race.  This would 
not be addressed even with a revision in the data collection methodology. 
 

6.3.3. Detailed Results of Review (SACCOL) 

The completed Self-Evaluation, On-site Review and Compliance Plan for SACCOL are contained in Appendix I.  
The significant audit results are summarized in Table 3 below. 
 
Table 3: High-risk areas noted at audit for SACCOL 

Area of concern Significant Audit findings 

Measurement error There are four (4) significant sources of measurement error within the current SACCOL 
data.  These are: 

 1. SACCOL currently only reports the data obtained from 7 of the 35 SACCOs.  This is 
because the remaining SACCOs do not yet use the electronic reporting system CUBIS.  
Analysis of the end of year financial reports indicates that the 7 SACCOs reported 
against contribute between 70 and 80% of the total value of finance accessed.  This 
translates to a potential under-report of 20-30%. 

 2. Of all the loans made by the SACCOs only 4-6% can be directly attributed to SMME 
activity or some other form of income-generating activity.  The remaining 95% of loans 
are related to personal financial needs such as school fees, furniture, transport etc and 
thus do not relate to the intermediate result of ‘more rapid growth of SMMEs’.  Thus if 
total number of loans disbursed is included in the quantitative report then a potential 
95% un-attributable error, as per the number of agreements and number of HDEs 
assisted, will occur due to the lack of the SMME component.  This has a knock-on 
effect in terms of value of finance accessed. 

 3. The SACCOs do not track race-group as part of their normal business practice.  
However the location and nature of their client base indicates that the vast majority of 
clients are HDIs (Not HDEs as all loans are to individuals not companies).  The 
potential over-report on HDIs due to the inclusion of non-HDIs is not quantifiable 
but is probably negligible. 

 4. An error rate of 5.4% exists for the internal transcription process that takes place 
when the data submitted by the SACCOs is transcribed onto the SACCOL 
spreadsheet.  The error occurs as the activity takes place manually and no form of 
internal verification is used.  A compliance plan was issued (Appendix I) for the 
rectification of this non-compliance.  Transcription errors may account for a 
potential 5% over or under-report on all indicators. 
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Table 3: High-risk areas noted at audit for SACCOL continued 

Area of concern Significant Audit findings 

Quality control The quality control of the data collection and collation methodologies is to a large 
extent informal, despite the presence of ‘inspectors’.  In addition no formal definitions, 
related to the ‘purpose of loan’ categories, have been given to the SACCOs by 
SACCOL for the data they collect in this regard and thus internal consistency in terms 
of data collected is at risk.  ‘Inspectors’ are not trained in data quality methods and 
thus cannot verify these practices at the level of the SACCOs.  In particular the lack of 
a specific definition for ‘loan reason’ precludes reliable data collection. 

 

6.3.4. Overall Findings and Recommendations (SACCOL) 

The measurement errors that exist in the data submitted to USAID can be relatively simply managed as the 
source data is of good integrity and is in essence reliable.  The following recommendations were made to the 
partner for the improvement of reported data: 
 SACCOL does not currently report on FTEs but is able to do so with good validity as the support offered 

to the SACCOs is resulting in growth of the micro-financing industry and this in turn is resulting in 
sustainable employment for the administrative staff of the SACCOs.  As this growth can be directly 
attributed, SACCOL should report on FTEs for SACCO staff.  The data can be sourced by SACCOL by 
including a relevant section in their form: ‘#2001: Monthly Reporting Compliance Requirement’. 

 The quantitative data should be reported in the specific format and desegregations given by USAID in the 
PMP and associated spreadsheet template. 

 SACCOL must include an explanatory note to its quantitative data that indicates that during the year only 
those SACCOs, which use CUBIS, are included in the reported data and that it is not possible to 
desegregate this data.  Six months following the end of its financial year SACCOL is able to establish the 
exact arithmetic relationship between the number and value of agreements for the total SACCOL loan 
book versus the group of reporting SACCOs.  This information is only of narrative use to USAID as it 
would require a manipulation of the total number and value of agreements based on an extrapolation from 
the percentage under-report and, seeing as no valid desegregation can occur, the exercise would be of 
little value. 

 In its quantitative report SACCOL should only include that data, from its reporting SACCOs, which is 
SMME specific in order to reduce the non-attributable error.  It would be prudent to include a narrative 
which looks at the ratio between the loans given to business-type activities and those given for personal 
non-business reasons in order to establish whether or not potential SMME growth is occurring.  This 
would enable SACCOL to report on the total loan book and its ability to create financial access to those 
under serviced by the banking sector. 

 The lack of desegregation into HDEs needs to be noted in the narrative to the report and an explanation 
given as to the potential error that this introduces. 

 SACCOL is required to correct the transcription error as per the compliance plan and is to ensure that 
USAID signs off the corrective action. 

 The SACCOs need to be provided with more specific definitions for the fields to be included in the ‘Loan 
Portfolio Information’ and in particular to the ‘Loan Type’ and ‘Loan Purpose’ components of CUBIS.  The 
failure to do so prevents SACCOL from managing and reducing the non-attributable error. 

 A more formalized system of internal quality control of the data and upgrading the skills of the ‘inspectors’ 
will improve the reliability of data and reduce the measurement errors. 
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7. Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The DQC has demonstrated that the revised PMP is a well-constructed valid document with clear definitions 
that lend themselves to good measurement practices.  The indicators are clear and no revision of any of the 
indictors is warranted.  The partners audited, with the exception of one, are essentially practicing data quality 
methods, which produce valid, complete, accurate and consistent information and which meet the requirements 
of the SO5 PMP.  There are, hence, very few recommendations that need to be made. 
 

7.1. USAID Level 
Only minor recommendations are made at USAID level, these are: 
 Revise the PMP for the elimination of editorial errors; 
 Insert the calculation for FTEs in formulae style into the PMP; 
 Update the ‘Plan for Data Collection’ and ‘Data Quality Issues’ sections of the PMP; 
 Re-issue the final version of PMP to all implementing partners; 
 Follow-up the compliance plans issued to the partners and ensure that action was taken by each partner 

to close the non-compliances raised; 
 Insist that all partners submit their quantitative data in the spreadsheet format issued by USAID as this 

limits the reporting error; and 
 Where indicated re-visit the targets set for the various partners to ensure they remain valid in light of 

project changes. 
 

7.2. Implementing Partner Level 
Only minor recommendations are made at partner level, these are: 
 Partners need to confirm the relevance of their various data subsets before including the data in their 

quantitative reports; 
 All partners must submit their quantitative data in the spreadsheet format supplied by USAID SO5; 
 The compliance plans, issued to the different partners, must be attended to and then submitted to the 

SO5 office for signing off as approved; and 
 All partners must ensure that they keep appropriate records to serve as an audit trail. 
 
In conclusion this was an audit with a good result, which should re-assure USAID SO5 as to the quality of the 
data management practices of its implementing partners following the significant revisions of the SO5 PMP in 
2003. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Postscript: 
 
The auditor would like to express her thanks to the partners who willingly submitted the self-evaluations, on 
time, and in full, for the efforts they put into preparing documents for review for the audit, for their availability and 
willingness to engage and finally for their willingness to take constructive criticism in the interest of improving 
data quality. 
























































































































